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SUMMARY 


Pelping has persistently emphasized that its 
encouragement and support of “revolutionary” wars 
was not only an essential element in true Communist 
policy, but also a method of breaking through the DS 
policy of containment and most specifically of secur- 
ing US withdrawal from Taiwan, Thus the Chinese 
Communists have tried to bring “revolutionary” pres~ 


‘sures to bear against US interests throughout the world. 


Peiping apparently believes it can continue this pres- 
sure without provoking a major US attack on the main-— 
land. Even such an attack, in the Chinese view, could 
not destroy Peiping's ability to resist occupation. In 
Mao's doctrine tactical caution is wedded to strategic 
disdain of a superior enemy, raising the degree of risk 
Pelping is willing to take in confrontations with the US, 
In asserting their intention to preserve North Vietnam, 
however, the Chinese leaders have beon indefinite as 
to the precise character and time of their action. 
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PEIPING'S VIEWS ON "REVOLUTIONARY WAR“ 


This paper attempts to give a perspective 
for Rauging Chinese and Vietnamese action in the 
Vietnam situation. Our perspective ia formed largely 
by the past attitudes and actions of the two Commu- 
nist powers, and we believe that certain persisting 
attitudes will lead to much the same actions. In 
this connection, we believe that their dedication te 

' the doctrine of revolutionary viclence is real and ; 
ot just verbal and it ia primarily this aattee which 
is discuesed here. 


1. The Basic Chinese Communist Attitude 





The Chinese Communist effert to break ‘ 

through the American policy of military and politi- 
: = eal]. containment ig as much 4 strategy for revolution~ 
| ary war as it is a policy for handling foreign rela~ 

tions. That is, it apparently is conceived in terme 
of combating the enemy rather than in adjusting rela- 
tions with him by negotiations; revolutionary wars 
against him are encouraged and supported, and any 
compromise os concession ia viewed as surrender, It 
is here that the dectrinal component in Chinese Com- 
muniet thinking significantly influences the nation« 
alistiec component in their view of strategy, adding 
to the morbid hostility. And thia hostility distin- 
guishes a Chinese Communist attitude toward the US 
from a traditional Chinese attitude, The attitude 
of the Russian Communists toward Washington is now 
significantly lesa hostile than that of the Chinese 
leaders, an underlying reason for this difference 
heing Mao's very high--indéed, neurotic~-opinion of 
himself as the world'a senior leader dedicated to 
armed revolution. This mixture. of conceit and con 
vletion raises the anti-American animus in the think- 
pee of the Chinese leaders above that of tha Russian 

eaders. 





It ig raised even further by the fact that 
Mao is above a1] dedicated to a particular armed rey~ 
olution-~—the Chinese revolution--which means for him 
nothing leas than the process of destroying Nation- 
alist Ching as a political unit. Revolutionary ani~ . 
moaity against the Nationaliet requires the same kind 
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of animosity ag&inst their defenders, the Americana. 
Chinese Communist criticiam of the Russians carries 
the implication that a revolutionary attitude can 
he gauged only by the degrea of hoatility directed 
against the major defender of the Nationaliste, 
Hao himself indicated that the matter of Nationalist 
China is relevant to the Sine-Soviet dispute regard- 
ing global strategy toward the U5. He told a Japa« 
nese Communist leader on 23 November 1961 that the - 
“immediate and pressing problem of Taiwan" made the | 
difference between the Chinese and Soviet attitude 
toward US policy. Hila dedication, however, ta wio-~ 
lent revelution and his personal conceit probably 
play 4 major part in shaping hig thinking on the 
dispute, 
2. 





Chinese strategy ia sharply diracted ta- 
ward the goal] of effecting this American withdrawal _ 
from the Taiwan Strait. The Chinese tried to attain 
this goal in 1954-55 and again in 1958 by direct 
pressures on the Nationalist positions in the Strait. 
These pressures were intetided to ascertain the de- 
gree of the US determination to support the Nation-- 
liste. .Failurea to reduce the US commitment to Tai- 
pel--on the contrary, it was aignificantiy increased 
«eiompelied tha Chinese Communist leaders to shift 
their atrategy from confrontations or near-confronta~ 
tions with the US in the Strait to a more indirect 
strategy requiring pressures on US positions elae—— 
where in the world. The shift to this strategy was: 
mide 4211 the more necessary by Khrushchev's increaag- 
dug reluctance to support further probes in the Strait 
and by the open polemics which erupted between the 
two Communist allies, 


fmong the elements which conatitaute the, 
complex Chinese Communist strategy of applying prea= 
sures on the US, small ware ("armed struggle") ia 
underdeveloped areas are the most distinctive, The 
Chinese (and other Asian Communistadhave trled this 
atrategy in the Far East in the late 19408 and sarily 
19606 and failed to make headway anywhere but in 
Vietnam, They took 2 new approach in 1954-55, ad« 
yancing along a “soft" ling of peaceful coexistence 
and significantly de-emphasizinog the use of small 
ware and overt incitement to violent revolution, but 


an Qa 





NO FORSIGN ee 











i 
t 
L 
& 
i 
3 








HO FOREION DISSEM 


in the subsequent period, 0,.8,-Chinese Communist 
talks regarding the Taiwan isane ended in an im- 
pases. The compulgion to encourage vielant revolu-~ 
tions against the U.S, was reactivated in Chinese 
Communist thinking by various domestic and inter- 
national developments in 1957-58. The oncourage-~ 
ment of “armed struggle" was firmly re-established 
ag the key element in Peiping's strategy by April 
1960, a8 witness their insistence then that the 
heart of Léenindam was recognition of the “inevita- 
biiity’ of amall revolutionary wars. Sut this tine 
the idea was not confined to strategy in the Far 
East; it was extended to all emergent nations. 


The explicit link between this global 
Strategy and Peiping's basic long-term goal of ef~ 
fecting a U.S. withdrawal from the Taiwan Strait 
area was made by Chou En-lai, Speaking to Edgar 
Snow on 16 October 1960, Chou stated: 


The invagion and occupation of Taiwan can 
only mike the U.8,. the enemy of the Chinese 
POODLE. ane 


Only when other countries have suffercd 
aimilar acte of invasion and occupation 
Will they become hostile toward the U.35,,. 
and only then will the people of these 
countries consider U8, imperdaligm az 
their common enemy... . 


Looking at the development of the over 
all situation /IT.e., strategy7, even if 
the U,8, doesn": withdraw from the Taiwan 
region and no breakthrough oocurs there, - 
breakthroughs will ocour. peace lead 
ing also to a Similar chfin reaction so 
long as the U.8, ievarinent persists in. 
its present policies of aggression and 
war. Bacause in bullying and oppresaing | 
other peoples, the 0.8, will inevitably 






arouse their opposition and suffer ultimate - 


’ defeat, It is only o matter of time, As 
to where the breakthrough occurs first, 
this depends on the development of the. 
straggie, (emphasis supplied) 


“Breakthroughs,..cligeyhere" is a major component in 
Chinese Communist strateric thinking. Chou's remarks 
carry the implication that the U.8, can be moat 
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effectively pressed to withdray its commltmants to 
Taiped and other governments by direct attacks on 
U.&, positions aver a bread front, particularly in 
underdeveloped areas, Mag and Liu Shao-chi came 
close to waking this point in private discussions 
with Latin Awerican Communists in March 1958, when 
they stressed the importance of simultaneous actions 
which cause “tension” in order to force the U.S. “to 
spread ite forces thin over a vast area." A similar 
point wes made by Anna Louise Strong, whose views 
reflect aspects of the Chinese leadera’ thinking. 
She stated in a memo in spring 1962 that: Khrushchev 
sees peace as secured by alternate threats and blane 
distments which he directa at Kennedy, plus the eco~ 
nomic and mucleay power of the YSSR. He wants 
‘naxinum quiet’ for all revolutionary movements. 

The Chinese, however, seek world peace secured by 
combined pressure of all anti-imperialist forces. 

in the world, thwarting and holding down and over-. 
coming imperialism bit by bit." 


The Chinese prefer thease anti-U.5. pres- 
sures to take the form of small wars apparently be. 
eause they see local wars as providing the most di- 
rect kind of pressure and the most difficult kind 
for the U.S. ta handle, They also apparently believe 
that an armed revolution offers the best opportunity 
to wipe out American influence with the governments 
of emergent nations. They sharply criticized the 
Algerian Communists privately in December 1962 for 
giving up their arms to Ben Bella's government 
forces, arguing that weapons were needed for the 
Communist revolution; the Chinese pointed to the 

Anger that the Communist reyolution would stagnate 
and Algeria would return to the imperialist orbit, 
becoming a “coelony".-1.e,, would emerge as a new na 
tien sugceptible to U.8, influence. 


3, "Revolutionary War" 





. The Chinese Communist Leaders have uged one 


aspect of Lenin's ideas to buttress their contention 
that stress on armed revolution, ls doctrinally leriti- 
mate. They have returned to 2 statement in one of 

' his pamphlets-—"National ware against the imperialist 
powers are not only possible and probable, they are 
inevitable, they are progressive, and they sre revo~ 
lutionary, ’.-to argue agsinst the Russian Loaders' 
move “peaceful road." The Chinese previously hed 
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cited this same statement of Lenin's when they were 
encouraging and supporting armed revolutions in the 
Far East in the early 1950s, 


The Chinese define "just" wars in the same 
way that the Russians do. “Just wars are simply 
ware of national Liberation waged by the peopie in 
the colonies or semi-colonies against imperialist 
oppression and enslavement, revolutionary civil wars 
of the proletariat in the imperialist countries, or 
ware of self-defense waged by the socialist countries 
aeaingt Wars of oppression launched by imperialien." 
(Red. Flag, 1 January 1962) The decisive point, how- 
ever, LS the CHitese emphasis on the small, "just" 
war as the only way fo make™a revolution in an under— 
developed country... 


The Chinese enphasis in affect exelude#® a1 
forms of. reyolutionwhich are not armed revolutions. 
Chou En-lad made this clear when, in &@ conversation 
with Indian Communist leaders in Getober 1961, he 
came cloge to saying what other Chinese Communists 
had said regarding Khrushchey's removal of war from 
the argenal of Communist weapons: namely, Communion 
ean triumph only through armed revolution; Khrushchey's 
policies have already disrupted the world Communist 
movement, and all Communist parties should follow 
the road that the CCP took to power, The’ Chinese 
have raised Mao's idea of a guerrilla war to the level 
of a “Law of the process of revolution, The import- 
ant editorial on the Congo rebellion carried in the 
Peiping People's Daily on 24 June 1964 makes this 
point elesr: 


Stete power, indepemience,; freedom, and 
equality can be won by armed force and 
armed force alone and saferuarded by, arned 
force and armed force aione. This has been 
and is the universal law of class strugele,- 


Revolutionary wars, in the Chinese Communist view, 
are not only the moet affective means of tying down 
and then eliminating 0,5, influence in the emergent 
countries; they are also the hest way to ensure the 
consolidatian of power after a Communist takeover. 
Beyond that, the Chinese strese these ware in order 
to increase Mao's already considerable prestige as 
the guerrilla leader and Communist who crestively 
Geveloped Leninist doctrine on revolutionary war, 
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They have made a sharp distinction between 
revolutionary warseui.@., small, “juat" ware~-and 
world war. However, partiy for polemical purposes, 
the Rusaians blur this distinction and insist that 
Mao wants big aa well as gmall wars, including a major 
war, The Russians also blur this distinction and ene 
phasize the dangers of “war” in general in arder to 
avoid the necessity of committing themselves to small 
wars which might offer unacceptable risks to the USSR. 
They have cited as evidence for this position their 
yersion of his major speech given in Moscow in Nov~ 
ember LOOT: 


In China, wo are engayed in conatruc 
tien: we want peace. Gut, af the imperisl- 
iat3 nevertheless impose a War, we shall 
have to clench our teeth, postpone construce 
tion, and resume it after the war. (Cited 
in Pravda, 21 September 1963) {emphasia sup 
pliedy 


tgnoring the conditional "if" in Maa's statement, the 
Russiaie aay that this itdicates Mao's "orientation 
toward an armed conflict." They deliberately fail to 
point out, as Mao had pointed out, that the Chinese 
do not want a world (i,¢., major) war with the U.S. 
unless it ie absgolitely unavoldable--that is, if it 
is "forced" on Peipinge-in which cage, the Chinese 
would have ne alternative but to resist, 


Chou EZieladi, in a TV interview for Western 
audiences, stated in March 1964 that “We are perfectly 
elear that a nuclear world war would cause enormous 
havec to mankind," "It is claimed that Ching is will~ 
ing to lose half her population in a war. China will 
never provoke a wat, But, should U.8. dmperialism in 
pose war on us, we wouldhave no alternative but to 
resist Tirnly, and, whatever the cost, we would nerer 
surrender.” (emphasis supplied) 


4, Chinese Communist View of Hisk of Suall Wars 





The Chinese apparently believe that they 
ean support sriall anti-U.s. ware Helsewhere” and even 
adjacent to their bordérs without running the risk of 
provoking a major U.S. attack on the mainland, They 
believe they have a good understanding (which may in- 
clude a degree of seli-daception) of the extensive 
damage which a U.8, nuclear strike could cause 
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to mainland installations and morale. But this under~ 
standing has not led them to conclude that small wars 
in general, and in Laos and Vietnam in particular, 
should be avoided. They believe that these wars should 
ba pushed “uninterruptedly” on a protracted time scale-~ 
in Laces, om a step~go tactical basis, and in Vietnam, 

on 3 phased-lncrease hit-and-run basie. Their comradas, 
the Vietnamese Communiste, are very explicit about their 
plan to wage protracted war and about how this will 
frustrate the impatient Americans, who want ‘“light- 

ning victory" and a war of “quick decision." This con- 
cept ia rooted firmly in Mao's thinking on small wars, 
enabling Communiats to take comfort in the long view © 
despite tactical reverses, 


When, in 1996, Mao said thet “to wage a rev~ 
glutionary wax for 10 years, as we have done, might 
ba surprising in other countries,’ he was rejecting 
Western military doctrine on quickleciaion war and 
supplying Chinese Communist military thought with one 
' of ite most valuable concepts. It has been a key idea 
in Vietnamese Communist military thinking and meshes 
weil with bis other concept: “‘Abselute superiority 
exists only at the end of a war or campaign, It rare- 
ly exists at the outset." 


Crucial to the Chinese ylew of risk is théir 
apparently pervasive feeling that the 0.8, will not use’ 
nuclear weapons against the mainland, The reasons for ~ 
this feeling seem to be; 


1, A major 0.8, nuclear weapons strike 
against the mainland would be un- 
popular ta the U.S, as well as in 
other countries, In their view, 
fmericans ara too "soft" to accept 
the presumed necessity of a 1.5. - 
Chinese Nationalist long-term 
effort on the ground to secure the. 
mainland after steh a major strike, 


Chow has wade several remarks on the matter, In. 


April 1957, he told Japanese Socialists that ‘Most Amer- 
deans do not want to ga to war, Why do they whose 
standard of living ia ao high have to engage in war? 

It is possible that they who are dwelling in conorete 
budlidinge and eating ice cream want to cume to Carina 

to eat miliet and put on atraw sandala?....In view of 
this, we believe that the U.S. will never do such a 
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thing /T.e.; attack the mainiand7." Chou later 
(Augus® 1964) pointed te criticism of U.8, allies and 


the U.8, “internal situation" as factors inhibiting 


the U5, in expanding the war in Vietnan. 


2. Destruction of the majou cities and in« 
dustrial complexes on the mainland would 
not mean defeat for the PLA. The Chinese 
attacked 0,3. forces in Korea with an ex~ | 
plieit recognition that the 0.5, might hit 
the mainland with nuclear weapons; they 
apparently believe, however, that this would 
not destroy their ability toe resist a mili<- 
tary occupation. 


Marshal Niel Jung-chen told the Indian amhassadar: 


in October 1950 that: "We know what we are in for, but, 


at all costs, U.S. aggression has to be stopped. . the 
Amexvicans can bomb us, they can destroy our industries, 
but they cannot defeat us on land.,..They may even drop 
atom bembs on us. What then? They may kill a few 
miliion neople...after all, China lives on farms. What 
can atom bombs do there? Marchal Chen Vi made a rough- 
ly similar statement to a newsman in July 1964, iInelet~ 
ing that the 0,8, might “destroy cities like Shanghai 
and Poking with ator boubs," but that the 0.8, could 
not occupy the mainland with military unite 


3. Most importantly, the Chinese leaders — 
have viewed 0,8, threats to use noclear 
weapons against them 28 containing a 
large element of bluff (“"nuciear black- 
mail") and have made it a point of 
anphasis that small wars should be 
Bustained despite direct or implicit — 
U8, threate. They seem to reason 
that theix refusal over the years to 
bend in the-face of threate has 
reduced the possibility of a 0.3, nu. 
cléar yeapote strike; others are urged 
ta follow this reasoning and act on Lt. 











Their post facto reading of the non-use 
of nuclear weapons during the Korean War seems to 
have inereased their confidence that non-use wi11 
contings to be a US policy, (They have stated that. 
during the Korean War, Washington belleyed that 
“the mere threst to use atom bombs would scare. the 
peoples of Korea and China.... But they continued 
te stand upright in the face of the nuclear black~ 
mail..s. The only way of thwarting the nuclear 
bluff of the US is to have no fear of it." Had 
Flag, 1 January 1962. oor 


Mac and his lieutenants have applied his 
eiyil war concept of despising a superior enomy 
strategically (persisting in fighting) while tak- 
ing full account of him tactically (but fighting 
cautiously, net rashly) to the military aspects of 
Peiping's protracted anti-US effort, They balieve 


that the task is affactively controlled in the tae=- — 


tical half of the formulation. They have taken 
this line--i,4@,, tactical caution--to justify their 


backdown in the Taiwan Strait situation of fall 1958, 


” Nevertheless, the policy has an ingredient 
of high rigk: when 4n enemy is "slighted" in the 
loug view (se Mao prefers), the inclination is to 
slight him in a particular tactical situation sae 
woll., Purther, the enemy might wall refuse to be 
taotically reatrained in the use of his superior 
force, Moo has been criticized by tha Soviet laad- 
ers for advancing an "adventurist™ {high-risk} pol 
Ley, theix reasoning being: 


it if incompatible to slight the 
eneay strategically and take full 
g#ecount of him tactically at the 
sane time. (Red Flag gs October 
1960, attributes oriticlam ta 
Teome people, ") 


the: Chinese reply has bean that the Russians are 
‘eowards"~-~i.@,, they prefer a wider margin of 
safety in confrontations vets the US than ia 
vaally necessary. 


Beyond the Chinese view that the main 
iatd can be held againet any US air atPike--i.e¢., 
is inviolable even if the US attacks with nuclear 
wenpons-~is their view that forces actively engaged 
in small warg are even more secure against nuclear 
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weapons attacks, The Vietnamese Communists seem to 
share thida. view with them and haye disparaged the 
feasibility of UB use of tactical nuclear weapons 
effectively against their forces in South Vietnam, 
They seem te belleve that the US will net use these 
weapons. 


+. beckuse in the guerrilla war in 
South Vietnam, the opposing forces 
are locked tog¢ether in ciose fight 
ing and there ara no definite front 
lines.... This ia only the military 
Hide of the matter. Aa for the po- 
litical...gide, it is difficult for 
the US to estinate bafarehand alt 
the corsequences of their eventual 
usa of nuclear weapons to suppress 
the national iLberation movement. 
(Hos Tap, January 1964) 


Yee of nuclear weapons against North Vietnam is 
probably viewed by the Vietnamese Teaders in the 
game way that the Chinese leaders see such an ate 
tack againat the mainland--i.e,, am capable of 
destroying cities and installations but not the 
PAVN's ability to fight. This concept of military 
invieolabiiity and willingness to take losses 
(‘make sacrifices,” in Chinese and Vietnamese Com- 
miniat jargon), sugtaing Vietnamese determination. 
het oor in the war in South Vietnam despite US . 


Courage ("nerve"), in the Chinese view, 

is an important ingredient in the current situation 
of confrontation with the 08. It ie a psychological 
factor which has military consequences and it has 
been recognized 48 such for many years by the Chi-~ 
nese. That is, they believe that the deterrent fac- 
tox to be combined with the military factor ia pra 
eigely boldness-<i,e,, a deliberate effort to con= 
vinee the US that Communiate are not afraid of run- 
ning the risk of major war, A strain ef this Sgr 
iug appeared, among other materials, in RR ae 

1 January 1962: “Dulles was migtaken,..in t ‘ing 
that by werely threatening to uge stomie weapons in 
1954, the US would succeed..,in intimidating the 
people of the world in general and those of Indochina 
in particular,” [+ appeared again in People's Daily 
n 4 March 1964: “US clanors to extend tha war to 
the North can only frighten those who have lost their 
nerve." It appears today in Vietnamese Communist 
materials. 

















The Chinese response te 0.5, threats in 
dune 1964 and to the alr strikes against North 
Vietnamese base facilities in August was to en~ 
courage the Vietnamese to continue the fighting in 
the South, as the U.S, “threat of force can intin~ 
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he Soviets were In ate men the Chines view; 
a Chifése foreign Miniatry official complained to 

a reliable source on 18 August that the U8, air 
atvikes had achieved one aim: “to cowdown the 
Soviet Union.” That the Vietnamese had been en~ 
couraged to continue the fight in the South despite 
the strikes is suggeated, anong other things, by 
the Viet Cong broadcast of 7 August, atating that 
the Communist army in the South “considers itself 
responsible for atepping up the attack against, and 
the annihilation and destruction of, the enemy on 
all tattiefields ae as to contribute to the protec 
tion" of the North. Thus the important aspect of 
the Chitese-Vietnamese reaction was not eo much 
Chinese statements regarding the degree of their 
counitment to help Hanoi, but Peiping’s and Hanoi's 
determination to etiffen the backs of the Viet Cong. 






The Chinese leaders have made clear their | 
intention to preserve the viability of North Vietnam, 
uaing various formulations at various times. Fol« 
lowing U.8. atatements regarding possible. escalation, 
Chen Yi told an Austrian newsman in late duly 1964 
that the PLA ‘would come in if the war in Indochina 


. should be carried to the North,” and on 20 duly,. 


Peiping declared: “The Chinese people will not 
wateh with folded arme if ite fraternal neighbor, 
the DRY, ia under attack, This is a promise, and 

we have alwaye kept our promises.” In response 

to the first Gulf of Tonkin incident, the Chinese 
leaders iesued 2 government statement on 6 August 
warning that the Chinese people “will not sit idly 
byt and that “aggression by the U.8. against the 
DRY means aggression against China." Shortly there«- 
after (in mid-August), a Foreign Ministry official 
stated privately that “We will totally oppose U.8. 
action and aggression against Vietnam which we con- 
sider an aggression against ua.” More recently, in 
oommenting on Ambassador “Taylor” a consiitations in 
Washington, the People's Dally. {on 26 November) 
warned; “One should realize that if aggression is 
enlarged regardiess under abst label~-limited or not 
very limited--thia still constitutes an act of war 
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and a bragen attack on the DRY...411 big aggressive 
Ware in the world were begun with a limited label... 
Gnee an agressive neck bas been stuck out,...it 

must be chopped off." In asserting their intention 
to preserve North Vietuas, however, the Chinese 
leaders haye been indefinite as to the precise char- 
acter atid time of their action. 








